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Georgia for what he called ‘‘restricting
the rights of Georgians to vote,” but
his own State provides half the oppor-
tunity that the new Georgia law does
to cast your ballot. Obviously, this is a
bunch of political talk and an attempt
to try to intimidate Congress and the
American people into this Federal
takeover of the State election laws.

We heard similar attack lines from a
number of our Democratic colleagues
who will falsely try to brand this law
as a form of voter suppression, even
though it is more generous than cur-
rent laws in a number of blue States.

Here are some more facts. You heard
a lot of talk about mail-in ballots. The
Georgia law sets a deadline of 11 days
before the election to request a mail-in
ballot, but in the State of the majority
leader, Senator SCHUMER—New York—
voters only receive a week. So you
have 7 days prior to the election to re-
quest a mail-in ballot in New York and
11 days in Georgia. And for some rea-
son, our Democratic colleagues focus
on Georgia and claim this is some sort
of conspiracy to diminish and restrict
minority voting, which is clearly false.
In New York, you also have to have a
reason for voting absentee, but in
Georgia no excuse needs to be given.
You can do so as a matter of right,
even if you are going to be in town,
even if you are otherwise able to vote.
If you find it more convenient to cast
your ballot by mail in Georgia, you can
do so—but not in New York.

If any State tries to enact policies
that suppress the votes of minority
voters, there is a law in place cur-
rently, section 2 of the Voting Rights
Act, that gives the U.S. Government
the right to sue that State or jurisdic-
tion and make sure that minority vot-
ers have equal access to the ballot. As
a matter of fact, the Voting Rights Act
has been one of the most successful
laws ever passed by a Federal Congress.
And the historic turnout I referred to a
few moments ago, I think, is the best
evidence of that. Minority voters
across the country are voting in his-
torically high numbers, which, to me,
is the best evidence that the Voting
Rights Act is doing exactly what we
had hoped it would do when we passed
it and when we reauthorized it just a
few short years ago.

So, if this isn’t a solution to efforts
to restrict minority voting, what ex-
actly is this bill that we will be voting
on tomorrow, S. 1? The truth is it is a
partisan solution to a problem that
doesn’t exist.

This law, if passed, S. 1, which we
will vote on tomorrow, prevents States
from requiring identification from vot-
ers to vote. In other words, you won’t
have to show a driver’s license or some
other means of identification in order
to cast your ballot. Yet, on the Jimmy
Carter, James Baker, III commission—
I think it was in 2005—it recommended
voter ID as one of the important ways
to maintain the integrity of the ballot
so that the voting officials would know
you are who you say you are, and, in-
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deed, you could check your name
against the voter rolls to make sure
you were legally authorized to cast a
ballot.

In Senator SCHUMER’s effort to pass
S. 1, which we will vote on tomorrow,
it prevents the States from asking for
voter identification even when vir-
tually every State provides that identi-
fication card for free. If you don’t
drive, they will provide you with a free
card, and you can use an alternative
means of identification, but not if Sen-
ator SCHUMER’s S. 1 bill were to pass.

This bill, S. 1, would also tie the
States’ hands when it comes to main-
taining accurate voter rolls. So, if peo-
ple have moved out of State or if voters
have passed away, this law would tie
the hands of the States to make sure
those names would be removed from
the voter rolls, which would make it
more likely that fraudulent efforts to
cast those ballots on behalf of voters
who either didn’t exist or had moved
out of State would be possible.

S. 1 would tie the hands of the States
from periodically purging dead voters
from the voter rolls. This would also
encourage something called ballot har-
vesting. Now, some States provide for
ballot harvesting, but many, thank-
fully, do not. Ballot harvesting simply
makes it possible for a partisan in a po-
litical campaign to go around and col-
lect ballots—maybe at nursing homes,
maybe at shopping malls, maybe at
other places—and then deliver those
ballots to the voting clerk at the des-
ignated place and time. Yet you can
imagine if the chain of custody of those
ballots is not traced and tracked and
monitored. Just think of the opportu-
nities that could provide for fraud.

This bill would also alter the makeup
of the bipartisan Federal Election
Commission, so as to give the Demo-
cratic Party an advantage. Right now,
there are equal numbers of Republicans
and Democrats on the Federal Election
Commission, and that is the way it
should be. Yet this bill, S. 1, would give
the Democrats a partisan advantage—a
big mistake.

Here is, maybe, the biggest insult to
the taxpayer: Whether or not you sup-
port a particular political candidate or
the platform that candidate runs on,
you can be forced to contribute your
tax dollars to that political candidate
to help him run and win the election.
This is the government funding—real-
ly, the taxpayer funding—of political
campaigns. I believe it is a 2-to-6 ratio,
if I am not mistaken. For every $2 that
candidate raises, he gets $6 in taxpayer
funding to run his campaign. That is
your hard-earned money that you have
paid in taxes that is being used to pro-
mote ideas and candidates whom you
don’t support.

I could go on and on, as the list of ab-
surdities is a long one, but our friend
the senior Senator from California
summed it up pretty well earlier this
month.

She said:
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If democracy were in jeopardy, I would
want to protect it. But I don’t see it being in
jeopardy right now.

Madam President, there is no voter
suppression crisis—certainly not a sys-
temic one. If there is a problem with
suppressing minority votes, there is
authority available under the Voting
Rights Act for the Attorney General,
appointed by Joe Biden and confirmed
by this Senate, to be able to go after
them. There is no widespread effort to
stop voters from casting ballots, and
there is no desire to hand the States’
constitutional authorities over to the
Federal Government.

Our Democratic colleagues are strug-
gling to accept this reality. They have
spent the last several days working be-
hind the scenes to negotiate a com-
promise among themselves. There was
never a question of whether or not this
would be a bipartisan bill because of
the overreach that I have just talked
about. The question was whether or not
the bipartisan opposition seen in the
House would continue in the Senate.

Even if the Democrats were to accept
all of the changes that have been pro-
posed by Senator MANCHIN of West Vir-
ginia and that have been endorsed by
Stacey Abrams, the rotten core of this
bill would remain the same. This is a
politically motivated, Federal take-
over of our elections, and it will not
stand. The Constitution doesn’t give
the Democratic Party or the Repub-
lican Party the power to govern how
States run their elections. That is re-
served to the States by the Constitu-
tion of the United States of America. I
will firmly oppose any effort to hand
Texas’s constitutional rights to regu-
late and conduct its elections over to
the Federal Government.

The one-size-fits-all Federal mandate
won’t improve public confidence in our
elections. It will be seen for what it is
in a transparent way, that being a par-
tisan, political takeover—a coup
d’etat, really—of the way our elections
are run. Elections should be run by the
folks who are elected and who are ac-
countable to the States—and to my
State of Texas—and certainly not by
partisan, political actors with an agen-
da here in Washington, DC.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I
move to proceed to legislative session.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.
The motion was agreed to.
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EXECUTIVE SESSION

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I
move to proceed to executive session to
consider Calendar No. 172.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the nomination.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read the nomination of Deborah L.
Boardman, of Maryland, to be United
States District Judge for the District
of Maryland.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I
send a cloture motion to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on the nomi-
nation of Executive Calendar No. 172, Debo-
rah L. Boardman, of Maryland, to be United
States District Judge for the District of
Maryland.

Charles E. Schumer, Richard J. Durbin,
Benjamin L. Cardin, Chris Van Hollen,
Jacky Rosen, John Hickenlooper,
Tammy Baldwin, Richard Blumenthal,
Kirsten BE. Gillibrand, Raphael
Warnock, Martin Heinrich, Christopher
Murphy, Sheldon Whitehouse, Bernard
Sanders, Jeff Merkley, Patty Murray,
Margaret Wood Hassan.

——
LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I
move to proceed to legislative session.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.
The motion was agreed to.

———

EXECUTIVE SESSION

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I
move to proceed to executive session to
consider Calendar No. 128.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the nomination.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read the nomination of Candace Jack-
son-Akiwumi, of Illinois, to be United
States Circuit Judge for the Seventh
Circuit.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I
send a cloture motion to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows
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CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on the nomi-
nation of Executive Calendar No. 128,
Candace Jackson-Akiwumi, of Illinois, to be
United States Circuit Judge for the Seventh
Circuit.

Charles E. Schumer, Richard J. Durbin,
Tina Smith, Sherrod Brown, Jon
Ossoff, Alex Padilla, Jacky Rosen,
Tammy Duckworth, Brian Schatz,
Chris Van Hollen, Catherine Cortez
Masto, Robert Menendez, Richard
Blumenthal, Patty Murray, Martin
Heinrich, Michael F. Bennet, Sheldon
Whitehouse.

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the man-
datory quorum calls for the cloture
motions filed today, June 21, be
waived.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SCHUMER. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

TALLAPOOSA COUNTY GIRLS RANCH

Mr. TUBERVILLE. Madam Presi-
dent, before I begin, I want to first
take a moment and remember those
that lost their lives in a horrific car ac-
cident in Butler County, AL, this past
weekend.

Ten people lost their lives. Nine of
those were between the ages 9 months
and 17 years old. A majority of those
killed were in a Tallapoosa County
Girls Ranch bus. The girls ranch is an
organization that I have been involved
with for 20 years. It handles young kids
who have been abused, young kids who
have no parents. They start at this
ranch at most any age, and everything
is paid for all the way through gradua-
tion of college.

These kids were on a field trip com-
ing from Baldwin County, AL, this past
weekend and were involved in this hor-
rific crash. There are no words that can
bring comfort to these families or
these children, but my family and my
staff and the people of Alabama are
praying for peace for all those affected
during this unimaginable time.

FOR THE PEOPLE ACT OF 2021

Madam President, as I and others
have noted, Democrats call their flag-
ship voting bill For the People Act, but
a better and more fitting title is the
“Nancy Pelosi Power Grab Act.”

My Republican colleagues have done
a good job of highlighting the many
flaws of this legislation in the last cou-
ple of weeks, including doing away
with commonsense fraud protection
like voter ID, forcing mandatory same-
day registration on every State, allow-
ing paid political operatives to harvest
voter ballots, and directing taxpayer
dollars to the campaigns of progressive
politicians. Sadly, there is plenty
more.

But let me also note that this recent
‘“‘compromise’ is anything but. A com-
promise among Democrats should have
been their starting offer to Repub-
licans, not their final offer.

The most recent versions still run
afoul of the Constitution by trampling

S4645

on First Amendment rights of free
speech and taking away redistricting
from the States. While ID is still re-
quired to vote, the bill expands what
kind of ID meets that requirement,
such as a utility bill. But the last time
I looked, there was not a photo on our
utility bill. The most secure form of
identification is a government-issued
photo ID. States shouldn’t be forced to
water that down.

Americans want faith and trust in
the integrity of their election process.
This bill does not provide solutions to
strengthen these processes, and once
Americans learn what is in this bill,
they will agree.

The Pelosi power grab yanks power
from the States. The Pelosi power grab
lets politicians stuff their pockets with
taxpayers’ dollars. And guess what,
folks. A slightly different version of a
Federal takeover of elections is still a
Federal takeover of elections. That is
exactly what this new version of S. 1 is.
It is hard to even call this version of S.
1 a compromise when the Democrats
only compromise with Members of
their own party. This was not a bipar-
tisan negotiation to get an end product
that both sides of the aisle could sup-
port. The last time I checked, we still
have a 50-50 Senate. There has been no
negotiation with our side.

But regardless of its form, this bill
does not solve the problems currently
facing our election system; it makes
the problems worse.

You know, in sports, one team chang-
ing the rules by themselves is called
cheating. It is seen for what it is—a
power grab. It is stacking the rules to
win the game instead of doing the hard
work necessary to get the job done.

Folks may be scratching their heads
as to why one political party thinks
they can completely change the rules
of elections all by themselves, but if
you have been paying attention to
what the progressives have been up to
recently, it won’t come as a big sur-
prise. Changing our country as we
know it is the end game. That is why
they want to pass this Pelosi power
grab—so those who disagree with them
have a harder time winning at the bal-
lot box.

But it is not just elections. Remem-
ber when they tried to hoodwink us
with defund the police last year? Re-
member when they tried to walk that
back? But they had made their position
very clear. Now we are seeing the same
thing with education, as critical race
theory is pushed on school districts
across the country. Simply put, crit-
ical race theory reinforces divisions on
strict racial lines. It doesn’t teach kids
moral values, like treating everyone
with respect regardless of race; it is
just the opposite. Critical race theory
teaches kids to hate one another. That
is one thing schools should abso-
lutely—absolutely—not be teaching.
But, again, for Democrats, it is about
changing the way we view our country.
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June 21, 2021 Congressional Record 
Correction To Page S4645
On page S4645, June 21, 2021, second column, the following appears: 
Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I ask unanimous consent that the mandatory quorum calls for the cloture motions filed today, January 21, be waived. 

The online Record has been corrected to read: 
Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I ask unanimous consent that the mandatory quorum calls for the cloture motions filed today, June 21, be waived.
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